important witness, many attempts have been made to solve the problem. In the present article I propose to show that, already in igo8, Wilamowitz 2) had come very near the truth but that, owing to what I consider a preconceived opinion, he came to a conclusion which was exactly the opposite of the right one. First of all, however, we shall have to examine the data of the poem itself which may possibly have a bearing on the problem. They can be summarized as follows: It seems that, in the heat of controversy, scholars have lost sight of the fundamental fact that the crux of the whole matter is this: have all these items (especially 1, 3 and 5) a definite bearing on the question ? Wilamowitz, though he did not state the problem in this way, apparently believed they had 2), and he suggested that the chorus consisted of Aeginetans, a supposition which was subsequently accepted by several investigators and which clearly implies the existence of a link between the five elements. On the other hand, Sitzler 3) believed he had found a sufficient motive for the praise of Aegina in the worship of which Zeus Hellanios (mentioned 125-126) was the object on the island. He pointed out that the festival of the Delphic Theoxenia was said to have been instituted as a thanksgiving celebration for the ending of a famine and that a similar famine had been ended by Zeus Hellanios, who received a cult in return at Aegina. He suggested, moreover, that here we may have to do with one and the same myth. This theory was also put for-1) I reproduce the text as it is given by Radt. 2) Pindaros (Berlin, 1922), 134-135. 3) Zum sechsten. Pdan Pindars, Wochenschr. f. Klass. Phil. 28 1015-1018. Grenfell and Hunt regarded the Aeacid ancestry of Neoptolemus as the point of connexion. This motive would be very weak. For other explanations, see Radt, o.c., 89 f.
